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This is the existing model. Therefore, the LIO would include both basins and maintain
the existing meeting structure, including the Implementation Committee and Executive

Stat u S Qu O Committee. Additionally, the existing watershed groups would continue to operate
under their existing structure, with the SWC and Forum continuing to focus on salmon
recovery without integrating other ecosystem recovery issues.

(: Stillaguamish Basin j ( Snohomish Basin j [ Snohomish and j Pros Cons
Stillaguamish Basins
e Smaller individual * Lack of coordination
groups focused on _
specific restoration * Meeting redundancy
areas, metrics, and

* Difficult to prioritize

targets :
g actions

* LIO supports
integration beyond
salmon recovery in _

( Stilaguamish Lead Entity ) ( Snohomish Basin Lead Enfity A (Sno-Stilly Local Integrating ) both watersheds basins

* Competing for funding
and priorities between

Qrganization

SWcC Forurm

Executive

Committee
TAG Tech Cormim PDC

Implementation
Cormimittee
. A




Hybrid Model

This model is similar to the WRIA based model in that it will combine the Lead Entity

structure with the LIO structure. However, the hybrid model would keep the combined
basin approach that is part of the current LIO model (status quo). Therefore, the SWC and
Forum would comprise the LIO Implementation Committee and the existing

technical/policy groups would become the LIO subcommittees. Under this model, the
Executive Committee would remain as the primary decision making body.
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Under this model, the Stillaguamish basin would absorb the LIO functions into the
Lead Entity. The Snohomish basin would keep the existing Lead Entity and LIO
structure.
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Under this model, the Snohomish basin would absorb the LIO functions into the Lead
Entity. The Stillaguamish basin would keep the existing Lead Entity and LIO structure.
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This primary difference between this model and the Stillaguamish LIO model

is that there would be no LIO in the Stillaguamish basin and the Snohomish
basin would combine the Lead Entity and LIO structure. The existing Lead
Entity structure would remain in the Stillaguamish. Whereas the LIO would

be absorbed into the Lead Entity structure for the Snohomish.
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This primary difference between this model and the Snohomish LIO model is that
there would be no LIO in the Snohomish basin and the Stillaguamish basin would
combine the Lead Entity and LIO structure. The existing Lead Entity structure
would remain in the Snohomish. Whereas the LIO would be absorbed into the
Lead Entity structure for the Stillaguamish.
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The LIO would dissolve. The existing watershed groups would continue to operate under
N O Ll O ( S ) their existing structure, with the SWC and Forum continuing to focus on salmon recovery
without integrating other ecosystem recovery issues.
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WRIA Based

This model would combine the Lead Entity structure with the LIO. Therefore, the
LIO would be separated by watershed boundary. There would be no more
Implementation or Executive Committees as those would be absorbed into the

existing LE structure.
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